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guarantee to train the child for that service. If the parent
withdrew the child from Osborne, he could be sued by the
Grown. Why should not the reverse apply by petition of
right ?
At all events, it was on this basis that " the tragedy of
Archer-Shec " was brought before the Courts, and thereby
before the public. In strict law, Carson had a difficult case
to argue, for the absolute prerogative of the Crown is an
obstacle difficult to surmount for any litigant, if the Grown
elects to rely upon it. But, in morality and abstract justice,
Carson had an overwhelming claim to be heard. Had
George Archcr-Shce been a few years older, and a full
midshipman, he could have claimed the right of every one
of the King's sailors or soldiers, a trial by Court Martial.
Since he was only a cadet, was he, innocent or guilty, to be
deprived of all right to a hearing, either in the criminal,
civil, or naval Courts ? It was a case, like that of Dreyfus,
in which justice itself cried aloud for at least an impartial
hearing. It seemed impossible that the Crown could object
in any formal way to the trying of the facts of the case
before a jury. The Crown surely would not dare to condemn
a helpless and perhaps innocent child to lifelong ignominy
by sheltering behind the prerogative claim of the Crown to
immunity.
Yet this is precisely the plea which Sir Rufus Isaacs, who
had become Solicitor-General, was instructed to raise
against George Archer-Shee's father when his claim by
petition of right was at length heard for the first time before
Mr. Justice Ridley on the i2th July, 1910, Sir Edward
Carson, with Mr. Leslie Scott, K.C., afterwards Solicitor-
General, and Mr. Eric Hoflfgaard, appeared for the peti-
tioner, and Sir Rufus Isaacs, leading Mr. Horace Avory,
K.C., and Mr. B. A. Cohen, for the Crown,
Sir Rufus relied strictly upon the immunity and the
absolute right of dismissal by the Crown of one who, it was
claimed, had entered the service of the Grown. This was to
Edward Carson the most shameless injustice. The Crown
had allowed the Archer-Shee family to incur all the heavy
costs of a lawsuit without this objection, and at the eleventh